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SUMMARY

The court recommends denying Adam Kendall’s motion for a temporary restraining order and
preliminary injunction in his civil rights action against prison officials. The court concludes that the
requested relief concerning transfer, housing at Mule Creek State Prison, and custody classification
lacks a sufficient nexus to the claims pleaded in the complaint, and that unrelated conditions-of-
confinement allegations at California State Prison, Corcoran cannot be considered in this action. The
court also directs assignment of a district judge and advises the parties regarding objections to the
findings and recommendations.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE A state prisoner brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action and moved for a
temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction. A magistrate
judge issued findings and recommendations recommending denial of
the motion and directed assignment of a district judge.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction requires the
movant to clearly establish likelihood of success on the merits,
likelihood of irreparable harm absent relief, that the balance of equities
favors relief, and that an injunction is in the public interest. The
requested injunction must also bear a nexus to the claims in the
complaint and, under the PLRA, be narrowly drawn, extend no further
than necessary, and use the least intrusive means necessary to correct
the harm.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential



PARTIES Adam Kendall v. Brazil, et al.

TOPICS

injunctions prisoners rights joinder civil procedure due process

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure prisoner civil rights constitutional law injunctive relief

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff was entitled to a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction preventing his
transfer back to Mule Creek State Prison and requiring placement at another facility.

2. Whether the court had authority to grant injunctive relief concerning incidents and claims arising at
California State Prison, Corcoran, that were not pleaded in the complaint.

3. Whether plaintiff had a constitutional right to a particular prison classification, custody level, or prison
placement.

4. Whether allegations concerning unrelated conditions of confinement at California State Prison,
Corcoran, could be joined with the claims concerning events at Mule Creek State Prison.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction should be denied because the
requested relief was not based on the claims pleaded in the complaint.

2. Plaintiff was not entitled to an injunction restoring a level-three override or requiring housing at a
particular prison because prisoners generally have no constitutional right to a particular classification
status, custody level, or prison placement.

3. Claims concerning alleged excessive force, sleep deprivation, and denial of legal materials at California
State Prison, Corcoran could not be considered as part of the motion because they arose from different
events and involved different personnel from the claims concerning Mule Creek State Prison.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When a Plaintiff seeks injunctive relief based on claims not pled in the complaint, the court does not have
the authority to issue an injunction.” (at 4)

“Inmates do not have a right to be housed in any particular prison.” (at 5)

“Unrelated claims against different defendants, however, must be pursued in separate lawsuits.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Adam Kendall, a California state prisoner, alleged that while housed at Mule Creek State Prison he experienced
retaliation, an unreasonable strip search, excessive force, deliberate indifference, and related state-law violations,
resulting in numerous rule-violation reports. He was later housed at California State Prison, Corcoran, where he



alleged that he remained in restrictive housing, suffered excessive force and sleep deprivation, and lacked legal
materials. His motion sought to prevent a return to Mule Creek State Prison and to obtain placement at another
facility, although those requested conditions and incidents were not the subjects of the complaint's requested
injunction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a civil-rights complaint and a motion seeking to prevent his transfer back to Mule Creek State
Prison, restore a level-three override, and obtain other injunctive relief. The court requested a response from the
California Attorney General, received the response and plaintiff's reply, and recommended denial because the
requested relief concerned claims and circumstances not presented in the complaint. The findings and
recommendations were submitted to the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1), subject to
objections.
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